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Treatment Options Analys
Case Study

o System Characteristics

— CWS, surface water,
serves 2,500

— Conventional filtration
with chlorine
disinfection

— Raw TOC averages 3.2
mg/l

— Alkalinity averages 95
mg/|
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Assessing External Challenges

Conventional Treatment

 Pros:
— Removal
capabilities
— Abillity to treat
source waters of
low or inconsistent
guality
 Cons:
— Advanced operator
— Adequate land
— High costs

— Sludge disposal




Assessing External Challenges

Membrane Filtration

« RO, NF, UF, MF

 Pros:
— Removal capabilities
— Size and flexibility
— Intermediate operator

e Cons:

— Water rejection
(RO & NF)

— Pre-treatments

— Waste disposal
(RO & NF)

— High costs




Assessing External Challenges

lon Exchange

* Pros:
— High removal rates
— Low cost
— Intermediate

operator

e Cons:
— Co-contaminants
— Brine disposal




Disinfection
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Chemical Disinfection

e Pros:

— Compliance with GW and
TC rules

— Low cost (chlorine,
chloramines)

— Oxidation

e Cons:

— DBP formation (especially
chlorine, chlorine dioxide)

— Additional disinfectant
(ozone, chloramines)

— Handling dangerous
chemicals

Assessing External Challenges




Assessing External Challenges

Ultraviolet Light Disinfectio

* Pros:
— No THM precursors
— Easy & safe operation
— Generally low cost

e Cons:

— No residual disinfectant

— Not appropriate for
waters high in TSS or
turbidity

— High doses required for
cyst inactivation will
Increase Ccosts



Assessing External Challenges

Granular Activated Car

 Pros:
— Effective removal o
— Improved aesthetic
— Relatively low cost

e Cons:

— Co-contaminants m
of selected contami

— GAC must be repla




Assessing External Challenges

Centrally Managed POU

e Pros: |

— Generally more cost
effective for very |
small systems

e Cons:
— Significant
maintenance,
oversight, and

customer education
required

— Not approved for
microbial removal




Assessing External Challenges

Centrally Managed POE

e Pros:

— Generally more cost
effective for very
small systems

e Cons:

— Significant
maintenance,
oversight, and
customer education
required

— Some states may
restrict disposal
options for certain
devices




